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The purpose of this research was to determine the extent to which
certain factors were a part of Historically Black CoDeges and Universities’
(HBCUs) regular ongoing processes of determining institutional effectiveness.
Further, the study investigated the relationships and differences between
enrollment size, endowment size, governance, level of degree offered, the
presence of an institutional research office, the size of the institutional research
staff, tasks performed by the institutional research office, tenure of the
president, and institutional effectiveness.
The sample of the study consisted of 31 HBCUs, 10 of which were
publically controlled and 21 privately controlled; 19 awarded the associate
and/or bachelor’s degree, and 12 awarded the master’s degree or above. All
1
were located within the 11 states accredited by the Southern Association of
Colleges and Schools (SACS) Commission on Colleges. All were to seek
reaccreditation between 1988 and 1994.
Correlational statistical analyses of the data were conducted to
determine relationships between the variables and institutional effectiveness.
Student t-statistical analyses of the data were conducted to determine
institutional effectiveness of different governance types and degree levels
offered.
Of the ten (10) factors analyzed in the study, only three (3) were
significantly related: (1) institutional effectiveness and institutional research
tasks performed; (2) institutional research tasks performed and planning
activities; and (3) institutional research tasks performed and evaluation
activities. Further investigation revealed other factors that were significantly
related to institutional effectiveness--the extent of involvement in evaluation,
planning, tmd institutional research activities. Additionally, there was a
significant relationship between institutional research tasks performed and
institutional research activities.
Using stepwise regression analysis, institutional effectiveness was treated
as the dependent variable. Level of involvement in evaluation activities
(EVALB), the independent variable, entered the regression equation on step
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Since the adoption of the Criteria for Accreditation by the membership of
the Commission on Colleges, Southern Association of Colleges and Schools
(SACS) in December, 1984, institutional effectiveness, a concept that
incorporates planning and evaluation, is one of the most discussed topics in
postsecondary education today. Institutional effectiveness has taken on a new
meaning as "the heart" of the criteria and the accreditation process.
This innovation by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools called
"Institutional Effectiveness," states that while resources and processes are
important, the evaluation of the results of education and plans for the
improvement of the institution are equeilly important (Rogers 1986). Section
III of the Criteria forAccreditation, Institutional Effectiveness, represents an
entirely new thrust in the accreditation process. The institutional research
function was incorporated into this new section because committee members
strongly believed that institutional research was a critical element in any
effective planning and evaluation process (Rogers 1986).
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The Criteria for Accreditation. Section III Institutional Effectiveness, states:
Because institutional research can provide significant information on all
phases of a college or university program, it is an essential element in
planning and evaluating the institution’s success in carrying out its
purpose... Institutions should assign administrative responsibility for
carrying out institutional research. Institutional research should be
allocated adequate resources, and those responsible for it should be
given access to all relevant information. Institutions must regularly
evaluate their institutional research function (SACS 1992, 17).
In the Criteria, a "must" statement represents something that is required.
"Should" statements represents something that is being advised. In Section III
of the Criteria, four requirements are established:
1. Institutions must establish adequate procedures for plaiming and
evaluation.
2. Institutions must define their expected educational results and
describe how the achievement of these results will be
ascertained.
3. Institutions with research and public service missions must
develop and implement appropriate procedures for evaluating
their effectiveness in these areas.
4. Institutions regularly must evaluate their institutional research
function (Southern Association of Colleges and Schools 1992).
Although SACS prescribed no specific format for this planning and evaluation
process, it emphasized that an effective process should involve broad-based
participation by faculty, staff, students, and administration. Further, it must
include the following:
1. the establishment of a clearly defined purpose appropriate to
collegiate education;
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2. the formulation of educational goals consistent with the
institution’s purpose;
3. the development of procedures for evaluating the extent to
which these educational goals are being achieved; and
4. the use of the results of these evaluations to improve
institutional programs, services, and operations (SACS 1992,
16).
The assessment of institutional effectiveness essentially involves a
systematic comparison of institutional performance to institutional purpose.
That assessment, according to SACS, can be accomplished only if the chief
executive officer of the institution provides the active leadership necessary
to ensure that: (1) there is a clearly defined statement of purpose for the
institution; and that (2) the institution and each of its units has clearly
articulated goals, means for evaluating achievement of those goals, and
processes for using the results of evaluation in work toward institutional
improvement (SACS Resource Manual 1989).
Institutions seeking initial accreditation or reaccreditation from SACS
are being mandated to implement a program of institutional effectiveness.
According to Rogers (1989), there is concern about what it means to
demonstrate institutional effectiveness. She asked the following questions:
"Are some campuses well prepared with their staff mobilized to show that their
institutions are accomplishing their purposes? Are resources available to
support these efforts? Are some campuses better prepared than others?"
(Rogers 1989, 81) Institutional effectiveness or outcomes assessment, more
than any other process in higher education, must be tuned to each individual
college and/or university campus.
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One critical issue facing Historically Black Colleges and Universities
(HBCUs) as they begin to address assessment of outcomes and effectiveness is
identification of the appropriate measures for such assessments. After
measures and data sources are identified, another important issue is how and
where to start these assessment efforts.
The challenge of responding to SACS criteria is greatest for institutions
that have unique missions and goals, limited resources, and limited assessment
experience. The majority of HBCUs fall into one or more of these categories.
HBCUs have the unique mission of providing higher education for minority
students, many of whom are relatively underprepared for college and are also
economically disadvantaged. HBCUs have accepted the mission and goal of
remedying the educational deficiencies of entering students and producing
college graduates who are competent to succeed and to contribute in the
mainstream of society. Because of these extraordinary missions and goals,
HBCUs must devote careful attention to meeting the institutional effectiveness
criteria of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools.
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Purpose of the Study
It was the purpose of this research to determine the extent to which certain
factors were a part of Historically Black Colleges and Universities’ (HBCUs’)
regular ongoing processes of determining institutional effectiveness.
According to the Commission on Colleges of the Southern Association of
Colleges and Schools, the implementation of an effective planning and
evaluation system, the components of institutional effectiveness, will present
challenges. The President or institutional leader has the major role in
determining whether planning and evaluation are taken seriously and whether
evaluation results are used to make improvements. A major institutional
commitment is required to initiate and maintain a comprehensive planning and
evaluation effort (Resource Manual 1989). Such commitment is needed both
from the Board of Trustees and President and will involve providing the
personnel, time, and financial resources necessary to support the process.
The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) requires that
any institution seeking candidacy, membership, or reaffirmation must document
its compliance with thirteen (13) conditions of eligibility, two of which related to
this study. They were:
1. The institution has a governing board, consisting of at least five
members, which has the authority and duty to ensure that the
mission of the institution is carried out. The governing board is
the legal body responsible for the institution, which it holds in
trust. Evidence must be provided that the governing board is
an active policy-making body for the institution...
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2. The institution has an appropriate plan, as well as a functioning
planning and evaluation process, which identifies and integrates
future educational, physical, and financial development and
incorporates procedures for program review and institutional
improvement (SACS 1992, 8).
Further, both the intrinsic value of institutional effectiveness and the
external pressure should serve as motivation to implement and continue
operation of an institutional effectiveness program.
Presidents of Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs)
realized that much of the data necessary to support planning and evaluation
were already available, since most collected large volumes of data for routine
reports and special purposes. However, the first task in implementing
institutional effectiveness was the establishment of an institutional research
function and designation of administrative responsibility for that function.
In this study, it was anticipated that certain factors found within HBCUs
would be characteristic of effective institutions. Those factors were: that
HBCUs with institutional research offices, would report more compliance with
the SACS requirements to demonstrate institutional effectiveness than
institutions without such offices; that institutions which assigned assessment
responsibilities to offices responsible for traditional institutional research would
report more compliance with the SACS requirements to demonstrate
institutional effectiveness than institutions that did not; and that the presence of
an institutional research office would be more significant than any other
institutional characteristic.
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Background of the Problem
There are numerous reasons for the interest now being shown in
effectiveness and accountability. Several national task force reports in the
1980s reported a declining confidence in the value of a college degree.
Increasing demands for tax dollars forced legislators to push for accountability
in the use of public funds. The competition for students, just begiiming to be
felt by many institutions, contributed to an emphasis on results (Carmon and
Adams 1990).
Elson (1992) determined that academia’s code word for the future, in the
view of some, would be accountability - both to students it would serve and the
public that would pay the bills, either by taxes, tuition or gifts.
As early as 1982, calls were made to strengthen the quality in higher
education. Bermett’s report (1983), A Nation At Risk: The Imperative for
Educational Reform, signaled the beginning of concern for school quality and
improvement. Among the earliest national leaders responding to this call for
increased assessment activities was the Commission on Colleges of the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS). SACS, in 1985, passed a major
change in its accrediting procedures in which outcomes assessment (or in
SACS’s terms, "institutional effectiveness") was identified on an equal basis with
institutional processes in their Criteria for Accreditation. SACS consciously
chose the term "institutional effectiveness."
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The statements comprising Section III, "Institutional Effectiveness,"
addressed relatively familiar concepts, including determination of purpose,
establishment of goals, evaluation of results, and subsequent adjustment of
institutional operations based upon the findings of the evaluation. Thus, SACS
brought a new emphasis to the process of institutional accreditation through
approval of Section III of the Criteria forAccreditation.
The additional criterion on "Institutional Effectiveness" represented an
expansion of the process to emphasize the results of education and to focus on
the extent to which the institution used assessment information to re-evaluate
goals, to make essential improvements, and to plan for the future. The
National Governor’s Association at its meeting in 1986 called on all colleges
and universities, public and private, to start comprehensive programs to
measure what undergraduates learn.
In a speech before the American Council on Education in November, 1985,
Secretary of Education William Bennett said, "Colleges should state their goals,
measure their success in meeting these goals, and make the results available to
everyone." In addition he observed, "If institutions don’t assess their own
performance, others - whether states or commercial outfits - will most likely do
it" (Chronicle ofHigher Education 1985, November 6). The federal government,
through Secretary Bennett, acted to foster the concept of assessment through a
proposal to change the "Secretary’s Procedures and Criteria for Recognition of
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Accrediting Agencies," published in the Federal Register on September 8, 1987.
This regulation can be summarized as follows:
The Secretary determines whether an accrediting agency, in making its
accrediting decision, systematically obtains and considers substantial and
accurate information on the educational effectiveness of postsecondary
educational institutions or programs, especially as measured by student
achievement by:
(A) Determining whether an educational institution or program
maintains clearly specified educational objectives consistent
with its mission...;
(B) Verifying that satisfaction of certificate and degree
requirements by all students... who have demonstrated
educational achievement as assessed and documented
through appropriate measures;
(C) Determining that institutions or programs document the
educational achievements of their students... in verifiable and
consistent ways, such as evaluation of senior theses, review
of student portfolios, general educational assessments (e.g.,
standardized test results), graduate or professional school
test results, graduate or professional school placements, job
placement rates, licensing examination results, employer
evaluations, and other recognized measures.
(D) Determining the extent to which institutions or programs
systematically apply the information obtained through the
measures described in paragraph (C) of this section to foster
enhanced student achievement (Federal Register 1987, 602).
According to Nichols (1989), The National Governor’s Association, in
their report. College Quality: Time for Results - The Governor’s 1991 Report on
Education, gave the following recommendations:
1. Institutions must define their missions.
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2. The fundamental importance of undergraduate education
must be defined.
3. Institutions should implement systematic programs that use
multiple measures to assess student learning. Information
gained should be utilized to evaluate institutional and
program quality.
4. There should be public reaffirmation of right to access.
5. Accrediting agencies should require institutional use of
assessment results.
The Council on Postsecondary Accreditation (COPA), which coordinates
the activities of virtually all accrediting agencies, issued a special report on
Educational Quality and Accreditation. This report recommended that
institutions perform the following tasks:
o Sharpen statements of mission and objectives to identify
intended educational outcomes.
o Develop additional effective means of assessing learning
outcomes and results.
o Use the self-evaluation and peer review processes of
accreditation as an integral part of ongoing planning and
institutional or programmatic change (Council on
Postsecondary Accreditation 1986).
Other accrediting bodies, both regional and professional, adopted common
components regarding institutional effectiveness (including outcomes
assessment). Those common components were:
o A clear statement of institutional purpose, mission,
goals or objectives.
o Identification of intended departmental/programmatic
outcomes or objectives supporting accomplishment of
the institutional statement of purpose.
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o Establishment of effective means for assessment of the
extent to which departmental/programmatic outcomes
or objectives have been accomplished.
o Utilization of assessment results to improve or change
institutional, programmatic or departmental intentions
or operations.
Statement of the Problem
The problem of this study was to determine if a relationship existed
between certain factors and institutional effectiveness at Historically Black
Colleges and Universities (HBCUs) in complying with Criterion III, Criteria of
Accreditation, Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS).
Components of the problem were to determine whether there existed a
significant relationship between the following factors: enrollment size and
institutional effectiveness, endowment size and institutional effectiveness,
institutional research tasks performed and institutional effectiveness, the staff
size of the institutional research (IR) office and institutional effectiveness, and
tenure of the president and institutional effectiveness, institutional research
tasks performed and planning, institutional research tasks performed and
evaluation, and the presence of an IR office and institutional effectiveness.
Additional components were to determine whether there existed a significant
difference between these factors: type of governance and institutional
effectiveness, and degree level and institutional effectiveness.
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Enrollment size, endowment size, type of governance (public dr private),
degree level (associate, baccalaureate, masters, or doctoral), presence of an
institutional research office, staff size of the institutional research office, tasks
performed by the institutional research office, and tenure (length of time of
service at the institution) of the president were selected as variables of the
study. These factors were hypothesized as variables which influenced
institutional effectiveness at Historically Black Colleges and Universities
(HBCUs).
Significance of the Study
The consequence to Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs)
and other colleges and universities of the new accreditation standards depend
upon two conditions: (1) how well-prepared they are to assess students,
programs and outcomes; and (2) how the accrediting associations enforce the
requirements (Nettles 1990). For regional accrediting associations, institutional
effectiveness is one of several criteria for determining whether institutions will
be accredited initially or reaccredited. For state level higher education
governing boards, outcomes assessment has become one of several criteria for
making decisions about resource allocation and for demonstrating accountability
to the public. The requirements of both of these types of organizations have
varying consequences for higher education institutions in general, but
particularly for HBCUs.
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This study added to the research begun by Drs. Karen M. Gentemann and
Brenda H. Rogers (1988) on the value of institutional research in the
assessment of institutional effectiveness. Although research has shown that
several studies have been conducted on various factors that influence
institutional effectiveness, none specifically addressed this relationship at
Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs).
Implications of this research will provide valuable information for focusing
on the implementation of institutional effectiveness activities at Historically
Black Colleges and Universities. Information from this study will be useful to
campus administrators who must determine how their institutions can best
organize to respond to the accreditation criteria.
Research Questions
The following research questions were generated to enumerate each of the
specific inquiries of the problem addressed through this research:
1. Is there a significant relationship between emoUment size
and institutional effectiveness at Historically Black Colleges
and Universities (HBCUs)?
2. Is there a significant relationship between the size of the
endowment and institutional effectiveness at HBCUs?
3. Is there a significant relationship between institutional
research tasks performed and institutional effectiveness at
HBCUs?
4. Is there a significant relationship between the staff size of
the institutional research office and institutional effectiveness
at HBCUs?
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5. Is there a significant relationship between the tenure of the
president and institutional effectiveness at HBCUs?
6. Is there a significant difference between the type of
governance and institutional effectiveness at HBCUs?
7. Is there a significant difference between the degree level
offered and institutional effectiveness at HBCUs?
8. Is there a significant relationship between institutional
research tasks performed and planning activities at HBCUs?
9. Is there a significant relationship between institutional
research tasks performed and evaluation activities at
HBCUs?
10. Is there a significant relationship between the presence of an
institutional research office and institutional effectiveness at
HBCUs?
Summary
This chapter was devoted to providing an introduction to the research
problem. After presenting the purpose of the study, the chapter examined the
background of the problem; gave the statement of the problem; explained the
significance of the study; and stated the research questions that were examined.
CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE
The review of related literature focused on the following areas:
(1) Overview of the establishment of Historically Black Colleges and
Universities (HBCUs), (2) accreditation and HBCUs, (3) institutional planning
as a component of institutional effectiveness, (4) evaluation as a component of
institutional effectiveness, and (5) institutional research as an element in
planning and evaluation.
Overview of the Establishment of HBCUs
Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs) were established in
the American South after the Civil War. Their principal mission was, and is,
the education of African Americans. Most black colleges are still located in the
southern states. However, there are now two basic types of black colleges and
universities: the historically black colleges and universities (HBCUs), and the
newer black colleges and universities. The first group was established after the
Civil War; the latter group was established within the last 30 years and they are
de facto predominantly black because of the demography of the area they
serve. They are located in various sections of the country and include such
15
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schools as: the University of the District of Columbia, Malcolm X in Chicago,
Shelby State Community College in Memphis, Tennessee, and Compton
College in California (Brown 1987).
Currently there are 117 HBCUs, 106 of which were founded during the
post-Civil War era and 11 during more recent times. At least one institution
was established as late as 1964 and one in the late 1940s. Almost half of the
nation’s HBCUs, in 1992, are publicly funded-enrolling more than 190,000
students. Though constituting only three (3) percent of the nation’s institutions
of higher learning, they emoll 17 percent of black coDege students, according to
the U. S. Department of Higher Education (The Atlanta Joumal/The Atlanta
Constitution 1992).
The period 1865-1873 saw the establishment of most of America’s first
postsecondaiy schools for educating Blacks, who were newly freed slaves under
the Emancipation Proclamation. During these years, a number of the nation’s
most prestigious black institutions of higher learning were founded, including
Atlanta University, (now Qark Atlanta University) in 1865, Virginia Union
(1865), Fisk University (1866), Talladega College and Howard University
(1867), and Alcorn College (now Alcorn State University) in 1873.
Black colleges and universities have made progress against considerable
odds, graduating 75 percent of all black Ph.D.s, 75 percent of all black army
officers, 80 percent of all black federal judges, and 85 percent of all black
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medical doctors. These institutions have influenced the development of
America, especially black Americans, and will continue to do so (Asinor 1988).
During the September 12, 1988 meeting of the House of Representatives,
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education, Committee on Education and
Labor, Mr. Tim Valentine, U. S. Representative, North Carolina, stated:
Our nation’s black colleges and universities serve as a vital
resource and training ground for many black Americans.
These institutions have produced upwards of 70 percent of all
black college graduates, including many of our nation’s black
business leaders, public officials, federal judges, doctors,
lawyers, and scientists. In the future, these institutions will
produce in excess of 300,000 black college graduates every ten
years (Murray 1990, 24).
Accreditation and HBCUs
Many of the Historically Black Colleges and Universities were founded
under adverse conditions, and even today, struggle for recognition and survival.
Therefore, meeting accreditation requirements and becoming fully accredited
have become a very important issue to these institutions. Simmons (1981)
conducted a study to gain insight into various policy issues of the Middle States
Association (MSA) in relation to the impact of the association’s standards,
procedures, and processes on the development of black colleges and
universities in its region. The following areas emerged as being significantly
improved because of the accreditation processes employed by the Middle States
Association: (1) on-going self-assessment procedures, (2) long-range planning,
(3) physical facilities, (4) programs, (5) academic management and
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administrative organization, (6) library resources, (7) faculty morale,
(8) instructional equipment, (9) external grants, (10) student transfers,
(11) added prestige, (12) outcomes assessment, (13) mission statement, and
(14) overall quality of life at college. Simmons concluded that the accrediting
agency served as a catalyst for change and as a positive force for institutional
improvement. Future development and enhancement of the traditionally black
institutions of higher education can be strongly linked to regional accreditation.
Sinmions (1984) in his study, suggested strategies to enable blacks to
achieve access, choice, and parity in higher education. He believed that
Historically Black Colleges must demonstrate their real effectiveness through
the accreditation process by providing qualitative and quantitative data on
outcomes (assessment).
He further believed that if Historically Black Colleges and Universities
were to remain viable choices for blacks seeking a quality education, they must
maintain high standards while at the same time holding steadfast to their
mission.
Asgill (1976) in her study, assessed the perceptions of black and white
chief administrators of the importance of accreditation. She concluded that
traditionally black institutions attributed greater importance to regional
accreditation than white administrators.
Asgill’s study sought the answers to nine (9) questions, three (3) of which
related to this study. They were:
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1. Is there a difference in the perception of regional
accreditation by chief administrators of traditionally black
colleges and that by chief administrators of traditionally
white colleges in the same region?
2. Is there a difference in the perception of the importance of
regional accreditation by chief administrators of traditionally
black colleges and that by chief administrators of
traditionally white colleges in the same region?
3. Is regional accreditation by the Southern Association of
Colleges and Schools perceived, in general, to be positive or
negative by chief administrators of colleges in the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools? (Asgill 1976, 286-287)
Asgill concluded that regional accreditation was perceived to be positive by
an overwhelming majority of respondents regardless of ethnic composition. She
further believed that residual historical effects (i.e., initial exclusion from the
Association followed by a peculiar or special less-than-equal relationship before
final unequivocal membership) could have operated among the black
participants of the study causing them to perceive regional accreditation more
important in every instance than the white participants of the study. "Because
of the historical relationship that existed between the black institutions and the
Southern Association, the black institutions were constantly aware of this less-
than-equal relationship and the reasons behind it; therefore, they were more
certain of the importance of regional accreditation to their institutions, perhaps
than the white institutions" (Asgill 1976, 290).
Regional and professional accrediting associations were organized for the
purpose of achieving self-regulation and self-assessment among colleges and
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universities. They arrived in the U. S. in the late 1890s or early 1900s. The
associations encouraged self-assessment and used peer review to obtain
compliance with pubhshed standards or criteria (Montgomery 1989).
Additionally, these associations were designed and established to perform the
"quahty assurance" role in higher education. They were a significant influence
in improving the quality of American higher education. They have stimulated
improvement in the qualifications of faculty members, the conditions under
which they work, the provisions and services for students, and the financial
support of higher education (Wilson and Dobbins 1991).
Under the United States Constitution, the federal government has no direct
responsibihty for regulating education. Control of education, legally, is the
responsibility of each of the 50 states. Because state standards for schools and
colleges are different, nationwide criteria were estabhshed by voluntary
accrediting agencies.
Six voluntary regional accrediting associations were developed over a
period of 80 yems to maintain standards and to improve the quality of
education in the United States. Selden (1960) examined the influence of these
voluntary associations. He observed that without accreditation (membership
signified accreditation), an institution could not become a member of various
organizations such as the Association of American Colleges or the American
Council on Education.
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Accreditation has become so vital to the success of higher educational
institutions that its denial or withdrawal can be disastrous (Kaplin 1971). 'To
the extent that high school counselors, parents, and students used certification
as a criterion of college acceptability and to the extent that faculty used it as a
criterion for evaluating employment, denial of membership in an association
served as an important sanction" (Wiley and Zald 1968, 39).
Accrediting agencies, in the past, examined only the inputs of higher
education - number of faculty, qualifications of faculty, number of library books,
etc. In a policy statement on the role and value of accreditation, the Council
on Postsecondary Accreditation (COPA) in 1982, gave broad criteria of an
institutional accrediting body. This criteria provided a natural fi'amework "Into
which institutional effectiveness and outcomes assessment concepts could be
placed" (Nichols 1991, 7-8). The council identified components that should be
common to all regional accrediting associations. Thus, accreditation of an
institution by the accrediting body would certify that the institution had
appropriate purposes; had the resources it needed to accomplish its purposes;
could demonstrate that it was accomplishing its purpose; and could demonstrate
that it could continue to accomplish its purposes.
In a survey conducted by the American Council on Education (El-Khawas
1987), 70 percent of the administrators reporting agreed that accrediting
agencies should require colleges and universities to demonstrate effectiveness.
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Among the earliest national leaders responding to the call for increased
assessment activities was the Commission on Colleges for the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS). SACS requires that institutions
engage in ongoing, campus-wide planning and evaluation and use these results
to improve institutional programs, services, and operations (SACS 1992).
Howard (1989) asserted that "This new emphasis embraces the scientific
management concepts that resulted in the development of institutional research
offices in the early 1960s. Mandating these management concepts as part of
accreditation requirements appears certain to become a major component in
accreditation activities across the nation" (Howard 1989, 73).
According to the Commission on Colleges of the Southern Association of
Colleges and Schools Criteria forAccreditation, SACS is the recognized body in
the eleven (11) Southern states (Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentuclq?,
Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and
Virginia) and in Latin America for those postsecondary institutions that award
associate, bachelor’s, master’s, specialists and doctor’s degrees and is charged
with carrying out the accreditation process (SACS 1992, 1).
From its founding in the fall of 1895 to 1930, the Southern Association of
Colleges and Schools (SACS) had as an unwritten poli(y not to admit to
membership institutions of higher education established to serve the higher
education needs of black Americans in its region. Initially, black institutions of
higher education in the region of the Southern Association were unable to
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avoid the effects of non-membership in a regional accrediting body (Asgill
1976).
In her study on The Importance of Accreditation: Perceptions of Black
and White College Presidents. Asgill (1976) concluded that the importance
attributed to regional accreditation by the traditionally black institutions of
higher education implies that SACS "should weigh seriously the possible effects
of any sudden change in its policies which could influence the future destiny of
these institutions. This implication also applies to the Federal Government and
the fovmdations since the findings of this study indicate that black chief
administrators put great reliance and hope for participation in Federal and
other grants upon attaining membership in the Southern Association" (Asgill
1976, 294).
Institutional Planning
Planning and the assessment of outcomes are key factors in an institution’s
health. Institutional planning required a mission statement and long and short
term directions for achieving this mission. According to Fincher (1987),
Planning should provide the institution with a "systematic process" and
"objective results." Several studies have been conducted on the various
planning models that exist. Neumann (1990) defined planning as a social and
cultural experience as well as a rational administrative process. She
emphasized that the success of planning depended upon eight (8) factors, three
of which related to this study. There were: (1) who is involved in framing the
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plans, (2) the planning’s relationship to the larger governance process, and
(3) the usefulness and acceptability of the planning. Similarly, Anderson and
Viera (1990) identified three models of planning that were available for use in
community colleges. These were: a Research-driven model where planning
and decision making are based on extensive data collection; a Decision-driven
model whereby intensive research is conducted in response to whatever
problem that confronts the college; and Open-research which is based upon
pre-specified assumptions rather than on immediate needs or the existence of
accumulated data.
The institution will need to adapt the model that best fit it and will move
the entire institution in the same direction. The new accreditation criteria set
forth by SACS necessitated that a comprehensive planning function be
implemented by institutions to achieve institutional effectiveness.
Bryan Wade Wilson (1989), in his An Assessment of the
Relationship Between Institutional Planning, Resource Development and
Institutional Effectiveness in Selected Two-Year Community Colleges in the
Southern Association Region, examined the relationship between institutional
planning and institutional effectiveness. This study did not address any
particular model. He asked the following question: "How is the level of
commitment to institutional planning related to institutional effectiveness?"
Wilson found that the literature regarding institutional planning, resource
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development and institutional effectiveness suggested positive relationships
between variables. The overall relationships examined by Wilson identified a
significant positive relationship between institutional planning and institutional
effectiveness. He discovered that these relationships pointed out the need for
educational administrators to strive towmd development of planning programs
which were broad based, proactive, responsive and simplistic. The planning
process should be sufficient to enhance institutional vitality while avoiding
overindulgence in complicated procedures and paperwork (Wilson 1989).
Unlike Wilson, Kenneth Edweird Dance (1988) in his dissertation. The
Impact ofMaster Planning on Institutional Effectiveness (Tyler Junior College,
Texas), examined elements of master planning as viewed by administrators and
faculty members. With planning identified as a functional element, a study of
the master plan at Tyler Junior College was reviewed for comparability. The
results were analyzed to determine the impact of master planning on
institutional effectiveness as seen by these administrators and the faculty.
Dance determined that the Tyler Junior College Master Plan did result in
changes in the perceived institutional effectiveness as determined by both
employee groups of the college.
Nichols (1991) in his attempt to relate institutional planning and
institutional effectiveness, determined that the heart of institutional
effectiveness was its relationship to campus planning efforts. Furthermore, a
number of institutions were choosing to emphasize the connection between
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institutional effectiveness and planning through the appointment of a planning
officer to coordinate the implementation of the institutional effectiveness
process.
Another study that examined the relationship between institutional
planning and institutional effectiveness was one conducted by Harris (1983).
Harris studied factors, characteristics and/or components influencing
institutional effectiveness. The primary purpose of Harris’ (1983) study was the
identification of organizational and extra-organizational factors which
significantly influenced the self-study component of regional accreditation in
achieving its goal of improved institutional effectiveness. Ten (10) factors were
identified as being influential to the self-study component. Listed among them
were: (1) the planning process, and (2) the capacity for ongoing institutional
research.
There was common agreement in the literature that institutional planning
was generally composed of a strategic planning cycle and a complementary
operational plaiming cycle. According to Norris and Poulton (1987), Strategic
planning is the activity through which one confronts the major strategic
decisions facing the organization. It is performed on an irregular timeframe as
strategic challenges emerge and has grown in popularity in higher education as
educational leaders adopt a more proactive, external orientation.
Some planners make the distinction between strategic planning and other
types of planning: long-range, tactical, and operational. A common
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characteristic of this type of "organizational" planning is that the timeframes
and cadences are defined by the needs of the organization, not by a changing
environment. Operational planning on the other hand involves short-term
activities, generally on a one-year timeframe, that translate tactical plans into
annual implementation (Norris and Poulton 1987, 6). Figure 1 illustrates the
relationship between operational and strategic planning in a Strategic Planning
Model developed at Midland Community College (Cannon and Adams 1990).
The challenges and conditions facing higher education have changed over
the decades. Such changes require change in the nature of institutions’ decision
making and in the techniques and application of planning utilized by colleges
and universities to support these decisions.
Evaluation
The renewed interest in evaluation had its beginning in the early 1960s.
Scriven (1967) made his distinction between formative and summative
evaluation, and in 1969, Ralph Tyler edited a volume for the National Society
for the Study of Education that gave strong emphasis to new concepts,
procedures, and instruments for educational evaluation.
The early 1970s produced many volumes of evaluation research in which
explicit recognition was given to the overall improvement of academic




Source: Cannon, Delinda and Adams, Dorcas. 1990. "Institutional efTectiveness: Mastering
the process." SAIR/SCUP Workshop. Fort Lauderdale, FL: October 10.
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The pressures for program and institutional evaluation stemmed from many of
the same sources as those for assessment, according to Fincher (1986). Like
planning, evaluation was and is a process and not a single event or result. Its
purposes were, to some extent, specific and/or particular. Its primary purposes
were: (1) to describe, (2) to compare, and (3) to interpret. Evidence suggested
that the effectiveness of institutional and program evaluation was very much
dependent upon the development of effective assessment methods, techniques,
and instruments (Fincher 1986).
The movement toward assessment (and then institutional effectiveness) on
a national basis began in the early 1980s when a series of studies by various
national commissions or committees were completed. These studies were all
critical of higher education in America and all given a central role in
assessment, the measurement of the educational impact of an institution on its
students. According to Nichols (1991), a sampling of these studies included:
o National Commission on Excellence in Education, A Nation
at Risk (1983).
o To Strengthen Quality in Higher Education: Summary
Recommendations of the National Commission on Higher
Education Issues (1982).
o To Reclaim a Legacy: A Report on the Humanities in Higher
Education (1984).
o Involvement in Learning: Realizing the Potential ofAmerican
Higher Education (1984).
30
Nichols acknowledged that some institutions were doing outcome assessments
even before it became a national movement. Many believed that assessment
efforts would have significant impact on program development.
Other studies such as Ewell, Finney, and Lenth (1990) found that 84% of
state governing and/or coordinating boards either had identifiable assessment
initiatives in place or had plans for immediate adoption of such initiatives. El-
Khawas (1990) reported in Campus Trends 1990, that eight in every ten chief
executive or chief academic officer responding to her survey indicated some
assessment activity taking place on their campus, and eight in every ten
reported that in several years some form of comprehensive assessment program
would be implemented on their campus.
The state of South Carolina did not wait for a national mandate to legislate
effectiveness activities. Governor Carrol A. Campbell, Jr., in June 1988, signed
into law Act 629 making it mandatory that South Carolina colleges and schools
maintain effective systems of quality assessment and accountability to:
(1) determine institutional effectiveness, (2) disseminate the results of outcomes
to constituents within the state, and (3) initiate changes in curriculum programs,
and poliqr based on data related to institutional effectiveness (Cannon and
Adams 1990).
State mandates took a variety of forms, ranging from general injunctions
contained in the Virginia Assessment Plan Virginia General Assembly (1987) to
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a prescriptive set of requirements as passed by the South Carolina Commission
on Higher Education in 1989 (Nichols 1990).
There was little doubt that "assessment" was here to stay. At least eleven
states adopted formal assessment requirements and many more were moving in
that direction, and regional accrediting associations had written student
outcomes assessment activities into their reaccreditation requirements.
Regional accrediting associations were trying desperately to recover some of its
accountability lost to state governments (Terenzine 1989). The Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools, Conunission on Colleges (SACS) was one
such accrediting body.
SACS mandated that the level of "institutional quality" depended not only
on an institution’s educational processes and resources,but also on the
institution’s successful use of those processes and resources to achieve
established goals. It required institutions to engage in continuous study,
analysis and appraisal of its purposes, policies, procedures and programs.
Institutions had obligations to all constituents to evaluate effectiveness and to
use the results in a broad-based, continuous planning and evaluation process
(SACS 1992).
The most dominant issue addressed by the Southern Association of
Colleges and Schools’ (SACS) reaffirmation committee was institutional
effectiveness. Committees looked for evidence that demonstrated that the data
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being collected by various units within the college or university were used in the
revision or modirication of goals or plans (SACS Meeting 1991).
SACS reiterated that its committees addressing reaffirmation would be
rigorous in looking for evidence which demonstrated that evaluation of data
was occurring and that the results of the data analysis could be seen in the
continuation, modification, or elimination of previously stated goals. In all
instances,written documentation should demonstrate a process for evaluation,
criteria for evaluation, and a way to use the evaluation results in the adjustment
of existing goals and objectives or the development of new ones.
Renick (1990) in his discussion on "Outcomes Assessment vj Process,"
spoke of the crucial issues facing those Historically Black Colleges and
Universities charged with the responsibility for evaluation. He asserted that
each institution must answer the following critical questions in complying with
the SACS criteria on evaluation:
o What is the purpose of assessing student outcomes?
o What will be assessed?
o How will student learning be assessed? and
o What will be the limitations/constraints to assessment?
According to Rogers (1986), the new emphasis on institutional effectiveness
by SACS will encourage the administration of an institution to use ongoing
planning and evaluation processes as the basis for major decision-making
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activities at the institution, thus, providing clearer options for policy-making and
problem-solving.
Institutional Research
The growth of institutional research paralleled that of higher education.
Institutional research can trace its roots to the growth period of the late 1950s
and the 1960s. John Dale Russell (1957) collected information on statewide
systems and how to derive usable figures to review institutional expenditures or
space needs on a college campus and A. J. Brumbaugh (1960) wrote a small
booklet that the American Council on education (ACE) distributed widely.
Brumbaugh argued that colleges and universities could improve management by
adding staff to collect and analyze data for management decision making. Both
Russell and Brumbaugh urged management to use more data and better
organized information in decision making.
James Montgomery (1987) recognizing the work of these two pioneers at a
Conference on Assessing Institutional Effectiveness at the Institute of Higher
Education, University of Georgia, acknowledged:
With the urging and encouragement of the American Council on
Education (ACE), Southern Regional Education Board, Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools, Western Interstate
Commission for Higher Education, and other organizations, the
field of institutional research was launched. It was then and is
today nothing more complicated than studying an institution to see
how it works and providing information that might prove useful to
improve or change the direction of its management (Montgomery
1987, 51).
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Saupe (1990), in identifying the functions of institutional research,
continued to define the nature and purpose of this meuiagement tool.
He enumerated several potential applicabilities of institutional research in
planning, decision making, and policy formulation. According to Saupe:
(1) institutional research can aid in determining how the institution’s several
publics perceive its missions and goals and in specifying new or altered
missions, goals, and objectives; (2) institutional research can contribute to
program planning and development by means of market research and needs
assessment; (3) institutional research underlies the improvement of instruction;
(4) institutional research not only can provide enrollment projections but also
can provide analyses of enrollment trends and relationships which guide
enrollment policy and suggest assumptions and strategies for enrollment
planning; (5) institutional research can be applied in the evaluation and
improvement of such programs as academic advising, counseling, career
planning, placement, intercollegiate athletics, health services, and housing; and
(6) facilities planning, allocation, and management are guided by institutional
research (Saupe 1990, 14-16).
Saupe concluded by stating that a basic institutional research function is
conversion of institutional research data into management information by the
institution’s operational data processing systems.
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Peterson (1985), like his colleagues, defined institutional research as a
critical intermediary function that linked the educational, managerial, and
information functions of higher education institutions and functions.
Several studies have been conducted to investigate the role of institutioncil
research in institutional effectiveness. Rogers and Gentemann (1989), in a
survey of 167 institutions engaged in the regional reaccreditation process
between 1987 and 1992, revealed that the presence of institutional research
activities was positively related to the institution carrying out a systematic
assessment of institutional effectiveness. Institutional research activity was
more predictive of assessment efforts than was the type of governance (public
or private), the level of degree offered, or enrollment size. The study
concluded that institutional research activity was "urgently" needed in order to
support the data collection efforts required by institutional assessment
mandates.
Similarly, Nichols and Wolff (1991), in a national survey of 905 senior
members of the Association for Institutional Research regarding their role in
the implementation of student assessment and institutional effectiveness, found
that one-half of the respondents reported playing a supportive role in
assessment activities. Another 19 percent of the respondents reported being
campus-wide coordinator of assessment activities; 15% reported being campus¬
wide coordinator of planning activities; and 11% reported being responsible for
overall implementation.
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Implementation of institutional effectiveness or student outcomes
assessment as a result of state mandates was most often reported in the
southern, middle, and northwest regions. Assessment of institutional
effectiveness was often performed as a result of regional accrediting criteria or
because of the intrinsic value of assessment (Nichols and Wolff 1991).
Clybum (1991), in an investigation of 252 persons primarily responsible for
institutional research in small private southeastern colleges, identified research
activities undertaken by them. Many institutional researchers reported that
offices were involved in assisting in the development of the institutional self-
study, generating reports for accreditation agencies, preparing studies for long-
range planning, developing a data collection system, and analyzing faculty
workload activities.
Wilson (1987), in discussing the challenges for institutional research offices,
observed that in many colleges and universities, the institutional research office
was instrumental to program review efforts. At a very fundamental level, those
making evaluative judgments needed data that those in institutional research
capacities could provide.
Summary
Research findings reviewed in this study have substantiated that planning,
evaluation, and institutional research are essential elements in the assessment
of institutional effectiveness. Findings indicated that there were benefits which
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accrued to institutions where effective planning and evaluation processes were
maintained. (Terenzini 1989) stated that one clear benefit was that it forced
institutions to focus on students. Additionally, he stated that it attached a high
value to growth and to student progress toward some set of specified
educational objectives. In the introduction to the (Resource Manual on
Institutional Effectiveness 1989), the Commission on Colleges identified five
benefits which may accrue to institutions where effective planning and
evaluation processes were maintained. These potential benefits ranged from a
heightened level of consensus and clarity regarding the overall direction of the
institution and steps which must be taken to produce desired results to
increased efficiency in institutional operations (Resource Manual on
Institutional Effectiveness 1989). SACS noted that the greatest benefit of an
emphasis on institutional effectiveness should be the continuing improvement of
quality in educational programs and services for students, in research, and in
public service.
After examining the literature, the writer found little or no evidence of any
research having been done using Historically Black College and Universities
(HBCUs) in institutional effectiveness studies. This investigation will extend the
existing body of research on HBCUs by investigating factors that influence
institutional effectiveness on these unique campuses.
CHAPTERS
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
This study investigated the relationships and differences among the
following variables: enrollment size, endowment size, governance, degree level,
the presence of an institutional research office, the size of the institutional
research staff, tasks performed by the institutional research office, temrre of the
president, and institutional effectiveness at Historically Black Colleges and
Universities (HBCUs). Figure 2 illustrates the design of the study. The
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) identified a list of 31
items that demonstrated institutional effectiveness. The items fell under the
categories of: (1) evaluation activities, (2) planning activities, and
(3) institutional research activities. Because institutional research can provide
significant information on all phases of a college or university program, it is an
essential element in planning and evaluating the institution’s success in carrying
out its purpose (SACS 1992).
It was theorized that the presence of an institutional research office and
the conduct of institutional research tasks would be more important than any of
the other variables identified. Research reviewed supports the belief that the
presence of an institutional research office is positively related to the
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
Independent Variables Dependent Variables









0 Presence of IR Office
0 Size of IR Staff
o Tasks Performed 0 Institutional Research Activities
Tenure of President
Figure 2. The Relationship Between Certain Variables and
Institutional Effectiveness at Historically Black
Colleges and Universities (HBCUs) VO
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institution’s carrying out a systematic assessment of institutional effectiveness;
that a direct relationship existed between the presence of an institutional
research office, the conduct of institutional research tasks, and carrying out a
systematic assessment of institutional effectiveness. However, there was limited
research to provide this link at HBCUs. It was theorized that each of the other
intervening variables contributed to institutional effectiveness at HBCUs.
Subjects in the study were those persons, identified by the President of
each HBCU, who would provide the data and analysis to support the evaluation
process required for the institution’s accreditation. It was expected that this
person would be the director of institutional research each time. However, a
variety of administrators with different titles responded in addition to the
director of institutional research. Such titles included: Vice President for
Research, Vice President for Academic Affairs, Director of Admissions/
Registrar, and Coordinator of Institutional Effectiveness.
The instruments used in the study were the Institutional Effectiveness
Survey form (lES) for assessing institutional effectiveness and an Institutional
Profile Sheet on each HBCU in the study. Subsections (parts) on the lES form
were used to assess evaluation, planning, and institutional research activities,
respectively. The sum of all 31 items on the lES constituted the total
Institutional Effectiveness Score. Three scores-Evaluation, Planning, and
Institutional Research-were developed by summing items categorized under
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these headings on the lES. The sum of the items on the Institutional Research
Tasks section of the lES constituted the institutional research task score.
From the Institutional Profile Sheet for each Historically Black College and
University (HBCU), the following data items were taken: enrollment size, the
market value of the endowment as of June 1992, and the tenure of the
president at the institution.
A comparative analysis of the data items from the Institutional Profile
Sheet and the results of the scores from the Institutional Effectiveness Survey
form were used to determine the relationship of the various factors and
institutional effectiveness. Student t-statistical analyses were used to determine
the difference between the type of governance, degree level offered and
institutional effectiveness at HBCUs.
Definition of the Terms
For the purpose of this study, the following terms were defined:
Institutional Research. Research conducted within an institution of higher
education to provide information which supports institutional planning,
policy formation and decision-making. It is distinguished from research
on postsecondary education which has as its purpose the advancement of
knowledge about and practice in postsecondaiy education generally.
Institutional research basically consists of four (4) essential activities (Muffo
and McLaughlin 1987):
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(a) Collecting data about the performance of an institution;
(b) Collecting data about the environment of an
institution;
(c) Analyzing and interpreting the collected data.
(d) Transforming the data analyses and data
interpretations into information that can be
used to support institutional planning, policy
making, and decision making.
Institutional Effectiveness. The process of articulating the Mission of the
college, setting goals, defining how the college and the community will
know when the goals are being met, and using the data from assessment
in an ongoing (ycle of goal setting and planning (National Alliance of
Community and Technical Colleges). It is an institutional perspective
that focuses on planning, assessment of accomplishments, and the use of
assessment results for planning and decision making. Thus, the term has
two major components: planning and evaluation (Cannon and Adams
1990).
Institutional Planning. A process which documents the intended purpose,
direction, and expected outcomes of the college or university and
provides foresight for formulating policies, programs, and services.
Strategic Planning. The process by which a college or university establishes its
major direction which has been determined by the assessment of the
needs of its community, (students, faculty and staff), and sets priorities to
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move in that direction. This planning is usually conducted in five-year
cycles.
Operational Planning. An ongoing annual process at the college or university
that provides the details for translating its priority initiatives into actions.
Evaluation. A systematic process of measuring the college or university against
its stated purpose, educational goals, the extent to which these goals are
being achieved, and the use of these results to improve institutional
programs, services, and operations.
Historically Black Colleges and Universities THBCUsY Institutions that were
established prior to 1965, whose principal mission was, and is, the
education of African Americans. These institutions were founded
primarily for African Americans although their charters were, in most
instances, not exclusionary.
For the purpose of this study, all institutions were accredited by the
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS); and were located
in eleven (11) southern states.
Accreditation. The process whereby an organization or agency recognizes a
college or university as having met certain qualifications or standards





Enrollment Size. This variable identifies the most recent fall term (1992)
headcount enrollment of students as given by the institution on the
Institutional Profile Sheet.
Endowment Size. This variable identifies funds or property donated to an
institution as a source of income as given by the institution on the
Institutional Profile Sheet.
Governance. This variable refers to the type of control of the institution,
whether public or private.
Degree Level. This variable refers to the highest degree offered by an
institution - associate, baccalaureate, master’s, specialist, or doctorate.
Size of Institutional Research fIRl Staff. The number of persons identified by
each institution whose primary job responsibility is that of conducting
institutional research tasks.
Institutional Research Tasks. This variable identifies self-reported activities
traditionally carried out by institutional research offices as measured by
the Institutional Research Task Score.
Tenure of the President. This variable identifies the length of time the




Institutional Effectiveness Activities. This variable identifies the self-reported
requirements to demonstrate institutional effectiveness (31 items) as
defined by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) and
as measured by the Institutional Effectiveness Score (see Table 1).
Planning Activities. This variable identifies the self-reported requirements to
demonstrate planning (4 items) as defined by SACS and as measured by
the Planning Score (see Table 1).
Evaluation Activities. This variable identifies the self-reported requirements to
demonstrate evaluation (18 items) as defined by SACS and as measured
by the Evaluation Score (see Table 1).
Institutional Research Activities. This variable identifies the self-reported
requirements to demonstrate institutional research (9 items) as defined by
SACS and as measured by the Institutional Research Score (see Table 1).
Null Hypotheses
The following null hypotheses investigated the relationship of certain
factors and institutional effectiveness.
There is no significant relationship between enrollment
size and institutional effectiveness at Historically Black
Colleges and Universities (HBCUs).
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TABLE 1
Institutional Effectiveness Items Grouped by Type of Activities
As Defined by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS)
EvtUaaHaa Actmtks (18 Items)
Cionduct evaluations of full-time facility
Conduct evaluations of part-time Cetculty
Conduct evaluations of curricula
Conduct studies of faculty workload
Conduct evaluations of libreuy services and programs
Conduct studies of the effectiveness of instruction
Conduct evaluations of administrators
Conduct evaluations of student development services and programs
Conduct evaluations of off-campus programs
Conduct evaluations of admissions policies
Conduct evaluations of graduate teaching assistants
Document that evaluations are used to improve teaching
Conduct evaluations of student outcomes
Conduct evaluations of the safety plan
Evaluate institution’s research mission
Document effectiveness of continuing education, extension, etc.
Document that evaluation of students discriminates hig^ and low achievement
Evaluate public service mission
PlanningActivities (4 Items)
Establish procedures for institutional planning and evaluation
Define a process for curricular planning, review, and evaluation
Define expected student outcomes
Recommend methods of educational assessment
Institutional Research Activities (9 Items)
Establish guidelines for the use of faculty evaluations
Develop a maintenance plan for upkeep of property
Develop a plan for the assignment of faculty responsibilities
Demonstrate that educational planning guides budget preparation
Carry out research studies of institutional purposes, etc.
Develop goals for continuing education and extension
Demonstrate that institutional research supports planning
Evaluate institutional research
Develop a facilities plan for the institution
H2: There is no significant relationship between the size of
the endowment and institutional effectiveness at HBCUs.
H3: There is no significant relationship between institutional
research tasks performed and institutional effectiveness
at HBCUs.
H4: There is no significant relationship between the staff size
of the institutional research office and institutional
effectiveness at HBCUs.
H5: There is no significant relationship between the tenure of
the president and institutional effectiveness at HBCUs.
H^: There is no significant difference in the score for
institutional effectiveness at HBCUs by type of
governance.
H7: There is no significant difference in the score for
institutional effectiveness at HBCUs by degree level
offered.
Hg: There is no significant relationship between institu¬
tional research tasks performed and plaiming activities at
HBCUs.
H9: There is no significant relationship between institutional
research tasks performed and evaluation activities at
HBCUs.
Hiq: There is no significant relationship between the presence
of an institutional research office and institutional
effectiveness at HBCUs.
Limitations of the Study
Limitations of the study included the following:
1. This study investigated Historically Black Colleges and
Universities (HBCUs) in the eleven (11) southern states.
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The findings of the study can serve as a foundation for a
broader study of all 117 HBCUs in the United States.
2. The researcher assumed that the respondents were honest
when answering the questions. To balance this effect, the
researcher cross referenced the data with standard
reference source documents such as the Higher Education
Directory. 1993 and the U.N.C.F. Statistical Report. 1991.
3. This study did not investigate the various planning models in
use on HBCU campuses and their relationship to
institutional effectiveness.
4. The study did not investigate the adequacy of resources to
carry out institutional effectiveness activities.
Summary
This chapter provided the theoretical and conceptual framework for the
study. The independent and dependent variables and terms were defined and
the null hypotheses were stated. The next chapter explains the methodology
used to conduct the study.
CHAPTER 4
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine if certain factors
influenced institutional effectiveness at Historically Black Colleges and
Universities (HBCUs). The study sought to determine whether there existed a
significant relationship between the following factors: enrollment size and
institutional effectiveness; endowment size and institutional effectiveness;
and tenure of the president and institutional effectiveness. Additionally, the
study sought to determine if there existed significant relationships and
differences between these factors: institutional research tasks performed, the
size of the institutional research staff, the presence of an institutional research
office, type of governance, degree level offered, and institutional effectiveness
at HBCUs. To achieve this goal, a questionnaire was sent to presidents of
Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs) that would seek
reaccreditation between 1988 and 1994 by the Southern Association of Colleges
and Schools (SACS). The administrators were asked to direct the
questionnaire to the person who would provide the data and analysis to support
the evaluation process required for the institution’s reaccreditation, usually the
director of institutional research. The respondents were asked to complete an
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Institutional Effectiveness Survey based on SACS effectiveness criteria in three
areas: evaluation, planning, and institutional research and an Institutional
Profile Sheet, giving certain institutional data. The Institutional Effectiveness
Survey form contained thirty-one (31) items, in Part I, that described
evaluation, planning and institutional research activities required by the
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) to demonstrate
institutional effectiveness. For each activity, respondents indicated if it was
"performed systematically and campus-wide," "either not systematic or not
campus-wide," "unknown," or "not applicable."
Description of the Setting
The study was conducted with all Historically Black Colleges and
Universities (HBCUs) seeking to be reaffirmed for accreditation by the
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) between 1988 and 1994.
Sixty-six (66) institutions fell into this category of which thirty-four (34) returned
questioimaires. These postsecondary institutions were located in eleven (11)
southern states and were established prior to 1965. The number of years the
institutions had been established ranged from a low of twenty-eight (28) years
to a high of one hundred twenty-six years (126). Sixteen percent of the
participating HBCUs were established 75 years or less; 16% were established
76-100 years; and 68% were established more than 100 years (see Table 2).
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TABLE 2




1 - 50 4 13
51 - 75 1 3
76 - 100 5 16
101 - 125 20 65
> 125 1 3
Total 31 100
Sampling Procedures
The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) was requested
to provide a list of all postsecondary schools to be reaccredited or that had
been accredited in the eleven (11) southern states between 1988 and 1994. The
list provided included the name and mailing address of the president, date of
last reaffirmation, degree level, student enrollment, and governance. Sixty-six
(66) Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs) were identified as
meeting the requirements for the sample. The HBCUs were located within the
states of Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North
Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia.
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The 66 institutions identified for the study had either satisfied SACS
Criterion III, Institutional Effectiveness, or would need to satisfy Criterion III in
order to be reaccredited during their next review cycle.
The sample selected for this study was representative of both public and
private institutions, as well as all degree levels (associate, bachelor’s, master’s,
specialist and doctorate). Of the responding HBCUs, thirty-two (32) percent of
the institutions were public and 68% were private; 61% offered the associate or
bachelor’s degree and 39% offered degrees of masters and above.
Description of the Instruments
The Institutional Effectiveness Survey questionnaire (lES) used in the study
was developed by Drs. Brenda H. Rogers, North Carolina Central University,
and Karen M. Gentemann, George Mason University (see Appendix C). With
the support of the Institute of Higher Education at the University of Georgia,
the researchers conducted a study on the ability of institutions to respond to the
institutional effectiveness criteria adopted by the Southern Association of
Colleges and Schools (SACS). Three experts in institutional research, who
were knowledgeable of the institutional effectiveness criteria, reviewed the
instrument and their suggestions resulted in some revisions. The final draft of
the questionnaire was completed by ten institutional research and planning
directors as part of a pretest. No further validation of the instrument was
required for this study.
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The lES was based on the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools
(SACS 1987) requirements to demonstrate institutional effectiveness. SACS
developed a list of self-assessment items to address characteristics of the
institutional planning and evaluation process which are required for compliance
with the Criteria forAccreditation. Many of the items are directly related to
"must" statements in the Criteria; others provide guidance for institutions who
aspire to develop and maintain "exemplary" processes for planning and
evaluation. The Institutional Effectiveness Survey questionnaire consisted of
three (3) parts. Part I contained 31 items, with two (2) columns, A «& B, where
the respondent could answer. Column A contained the "must" statements in
the Criteria forAccreditation, and column B contained the level of involvement
of the respondent in each activity. The required statements or "must"
statements were further divided into three (3) subcategories: (1) Evaluation
Activities, containing 18 items; (2) Planning Activities, containing 4 items; and
(3) Institutional Research Activities, containing 9 items.
For each activity in Column A, the respondent was asked to evaluate to the
best of their knowledge whether the activity was carried out at least every five
years and on a campus-wide basis; either not systematic or not campus-wide;
unknown; or not applicable. Responses to the 31 items under column A were
treated as dichotomous variables, either the institution was engaging in the
process or activity on a systematic, campus-wide basis or it was not. Responses
of "unknown" were coded as not complying. It was judged by the researcher
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that the person responsible for the analytical support for the self-study would
be aware of evaluation, planning, and research activities on campus.
The sum of all 31 items under column A constituted the total Institutional
Effectiveness Score. Responses were coded "1" if the institution was engaging
in the process on a systematic, campus-wide basis and coded "0" if it was not.
This score could range from a low of 0 to a high of 31.
Three subscores-Evaluation, Planning, and Institutional Research-were
developed by summing the items categorized under these headings. The score
for Evaluation Activities ranged from a low of 3 to a high of 17; for Planning
Activities the score ranged from a low of 3 to a high of 4; for Institutional
Research Activities, the score ranged from a low of 0 to a high of 9.
Under Column B in Part I, if the institution engaged in the activity
systematically and campus-wide, the respondent was asked the extent to which
his or her office was involved in carrying out the activity. Responses were
coded as 0 for "Not At All," 1 for "Somewhat," 2 for 'To A Large Extent," and
3 for "Completely Responsible." The sum of the responses constituted the level
of involvement score.
Part II of the Institutional Effectiveness Survey Questioimaire sought
responses to the adequacy of resources to support the assessment of
institutional effectiveness. Using a five-point Likert scale ranging from "strongly
disagree" to "strongly agree," the respondent evaluated the adequacy of the
budget, the size of the staff, and the knowledge, skills, and experience of the
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staff to cany out activities for which the office was currently responsible.
Judgments about the adequacy of resources for carrying out all the evaluation,
planning, and research activities required to demonstrate institutional
effectiveness were made.
Part III consisted of 18 items describing the job tasks of institutional
research offices. Rogers and Gentemann (1989) developed the list of tasks
from content analysis of interviews designed to describe typical job tasks for
institutional research (IR) offices. Three judges analyzed the interviews and
developed statements describing the job tasks of IR offices. No further
validation of the instrument was needed for this study.
The survey asked each respondent to indicate if his or her office performed
each of the 18 tasks on a regular basis, at special request, or not at all.
Responses to the Institutional Research Tasks were coded as 3 for "perform on
a regular basis," 2 for "perform only at special request," and 1 "do not perform."
Scores ranged from 18 to 54.
Data Collection
An Institutional Effectiveness Survey form and an Institutional Profile
Sheet, with a self-addressed return envelope, was mailed in early October to
each of the 66 HBCU presidents in the sample. An introductory letter asked
the presidents to direct the questionnaire to the person who would provide the
data and analysis to support the evaluation process required for the institution’s
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reaccreditation. It was stated that the person usually responsible for this
activity is the director of institutional research; however, other titles may be
assigned this function. A postcard was also included requesting the name of
the individual who would be responding to the questionnaire. A follow-up
letter was sent in December to those who did not return the postcard (see
Appendix B).
A total of 34 institutions returned surveys for a response rate of 52%. Of
the 34 returned surveys, 31 contained usable data; three did not and therefore
were not included in the data analysis. Thirty-two (32) percent of the
responding institutions were public and 68% were private; 61% offered the
associate or bachelor’s degrees, and 39% offered the degree of masters and
above. These institutions did not differ significantly from those that did not
respond when compared by governance and degree level.
Institutional Characteristics
Responses to all items on the Institutional Effectiveness Survey
questionnaire and Institutional Profile Sheet were tabulated using fi’equency
distributions and percentages. The majority of institutions participating in the
study offered either the associate or bachelor’s degree (61%) and were private
(68%) (see Table 3).
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TABLES
Characteristics of Participating Institutions










The tenure of the president at these HBCUs ranged from less than a year
to 23 years of service. Table 4 gives the frequency and percentage of the
tenure of the presidents. Eighty-one (81) percent of the presidents at these
HBCU institutions had served 10 years or less; 52% had served five years or
less.
TABLE 4
Tenure of The President
at Participating Institutions
(In Years)
Number of Years Number %
0 - 5 16 52
6 - 10 9 29
> 10 6 19
Total 31 100
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The value of the endowment of the participating institutions varied greatly
as displayed in Table 5. Nearly three-fourths (74%) of the institutions had
endowments of $10 million or less; 23% had endowments of $20 million or less,
while 3% had endowments greater than $60 million.
TABLES





$ 5,000,001 - $10,000,000 6 19
$10,000,001 - $20,000,000 4 13
$20,000,001 - $60,000,000 3 10
>$60,000,000 1 3
Total 31 100
Table 6 displays the distribution of the enrollment at the participating
HBCUs. Eighty-one percent (81%) of the participating HBCUs had enroll¬




Enrollment Size at Participating HBCUs
Enrollment Size Number %
1 - 500 1 3
501 - 1,000 11 36
1,001 - 1,500 3 10
1,501 - 2,000 2 6
2,001 - 2,500 3 10
2,501 - 3,000 5 16
> 3,000 6 19
Total 31 100
Seven percent (7%) of the HBCUs participating in the survey indicated that
they did not have an institutional research (IR) office; 74% had an IR office
staffed with less than five full and part-time personnel; 13% had five to seven
full and part-time staff; and 6% had a staff size of 11-15 (see Table 7).
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Institutional Research Tasks and Availability of Resources
The overall responses to Part III, Institutional Research Tasks performed
at participating HBCUs are presented in Table 8. The most common activities
carried out by the respondents’ offices were providing information to support
institutional planning and institutional committees (94%) and providing
information to support self-studies. Over 87% indicated that they produced
TABLE 8
Percentage of HBCUs Engaged in
Institutional Research Tasks by Type of Activity
Activity %
Provide information to support institutional planning 93.5
Provide information to support institutional committees 93.5
Provide information to support self-studies 90.3
Produce reports for extern^ governing bodies 87.1
Collect data 83.9
Prepare factbooks 77.4
Reconcile data inconsistencies 77.4
Produce brief institutional research reports 74.2
Conduct student outcomes research 67.7
Conduct or support program evaluation studies 64.5
Coordinate activities of other units to produce reports 61.3
Produce one-time reports for external governing bodies 61.3
Conduct faculty studies (e.g., salaries, productivity, etc.) 54.8
Participate in data exchanges for comparisons 51.6
Conduct institutional trend analyses 51.6
Conduct faculty evaluations 48.4
Conduct enrollment planning activities 32.3
Conduct space utilization studies 25.8
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reports for external governing bodies, 84% collecting data, and 77% preparing
factbooks and reconciling data inconsistencies (see Table 8).
The majority of the respondents considered their office "budgets" and staff
"expertise," 58% and 71%, respectively, adequate to conduct current responsi¬
bilities, but the budget was insufficient to assume responsibility for the
institutional effectiveness activity. Overall responses to the resource questions
are presented in Table 9.
TABLE 9
Availability of Resources at Participating HBCUs
(In Percentages)
SD D U A SA
The budget for my ofGce is adequate
to carry out activities for which my
office is responsible. 16% 23% 3% 48% 10%
My staff is large enough to cany out
the activities for which my office is
responsible. 13% 48% 7% 29% 3%
My staff has the knowledge, skills, and
experience to carry out the activities
for which my office is responsible. 3% 10% 16% 48% 23%
The budget for my office is adequate
to cany out all activities listed. 23% 35% 7% 32% 3%
My staff is large enough to carry out
all activities listed. 29% 35% 10% 26% —
My staff has the knowledge, skills,
and experience to cany out all the
activities listed. 13% 19% 7% 45% 16%
SD = Strongly disagree; D = Disagree; U = Undecided; A = Agree; SA = Strongly Agree
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Statistical Applications
Responses to all items on the Institutional Effectiveness Survey
Questionnaire and Institutional Profile Sheet were tabulated using frequency
distributions, percentages, and statistics. Means and standard deviations, by
grouped items with respect to the dependent variable, were examined and
listed. The data were analyzed by using t-statistics and Pearson Product-
Moment Correlation Coefficient. Further investigation led the researcher to do
stepwise multiple regression.
Summary
This chapter described the methods and procedures used in the study,
including the description of the setting of the study, the study sample,
description of the instruments, data collection, institutional characteristics, and
statistical applications.
CHAPTERS
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
This chapter presents statistical data and discussion related to the
findings of the hypotheses presented in Chapter 3. The findings of the study
reveal a number of significant relationships. Each finding is discussed in terms
of its relationship to the hypothesis presented in the Theoretical Framework.
The findings in this study are reported in terms of enrollment size, the
endowment size, institutional research tasks performed, staff size of the
institutional research office, tenure of the president, type of governance, degree
level offered, as well as the presence of an institutional research office and
institutional effectiveness (which includes evaluation, planning and institutional
research activities). The data were analyzed by using the t-statistic to
determine whether or not selected mean pairs differ statistically significantly
firom each other, and the Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient, a
parametric statistical measure of relationship between two continuous variables.
The level of significance for each hypothesis was set at the .05 level of
significance. Data analysis for each hypothesis is discussed below:
Hj: There is no significant relationship between enrollment
size and institutional effectiveness at Historically Black
Colleges and Universities (HBCUs).
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The Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient yielded an r value
of .0808 at the .333 level of significance. The null hypothesis was accepted;
this means that the institutional effectiveness score was independent of
enrollment size at Historically Black Colleges and Universities. Table 10 shows
that the mean enrollment at the HBCUs was 2,300 and the mean institutional
effectiveness score was 24.
TABLE 10
Pearson Correlation of Enrollment Size and
Institutional Effectiveness
Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient
Factor N X SD r Probability
ENROLL 31 2300.32 2124.20 .0808 .333
INSTEFF 31 24.00 5.40
ENROLL = Enrollment Size
INSTEFF = Institutional Effectiveness
Hj: There is no significant relationship between the size of
the endowment and institutional effectiveness at
HBCUs.
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The Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient yielded an r value
of -.2168 at the .121 level of significance. The null hypothesis was accepted;
this means that the institutional effectiveness score was independent of the size
of the endowment at the HBCUs. Table 11 indicates that the mean
endowment was $11.4 million. Endowment size was not a factor in determining
institutional effectiveness at HBCUs.
TABLE 11
Pearson Correlation of Endowment Size and
Institutional Effectiveness
Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient
Factor N X SD r Probability
ENDOW 31 114.35 X 10^ 184.55 X 10^ -.2168 .121
INSTEFF 31 24.00 5.40
ENDOW = Endowment Size
INSTEFF = Institutional Effectiveness
H3: There is no significant relationship between institutional
research tasks performed and institutional effectiveness
at HBCUs.
The Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient yielded an r value
of .3475 at the.028 level of significance. The null hypothesis was rejected; this
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means that there is a significant relationship between institutional research
tasks performed and institutional effectiveness at HBCUs. In Table 12 the
mean score for institutional research tasks performed was 46.00 and the mean
score for institutional effectiveness was 24.0. Thus, the institutional research
TABLE 12
Pearson Correlation of Institutional Research Task Performed
and Institutional Effectiveness
Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient
Factor NX SD r Probability
IRTOTAL 31 46.00 6.50 .3475 .028*
INSTEFF 31 24.00 5.40
IRTOTAL = Institutional Research Tasks Performed
INSTEFF = Institutional Effectiveness
*Significant at the .05 level.
tasks provide information to support institutional planning, provide information
to support self-studies, and produce reports for external governing bodies and
are significantly related to an institution’s effectiveness.
H4: There is no significant relationship between the staff
size of the institutional research office and institutional
effectiveness at HBCUs.
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The Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient yielded an r value
of .1931 at the .149 level of significance. The null hypothesis was accepted; this
means that there is no relationship between the staff size of the institutional
research office and institutional effectiveness at HBCUs. Table 13 shows that
the mean size of the institutional research staff was 3.68 with a standard
deviation of 2.97.
TABLE 13
Pearson Correlation of Size of the Institutional Research Office
and Institutional Effectiveness
Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient
Factor N X SD r Probability
OFCTOT 31 3.68 2.97 .1931 .149
INSTEFF 31 24.00 5.40
OFCTOT = Size of the Institutional Research Office
INSTEFF = Institutional Effectiveness
H5: There is no significant relationship between the tenure
of the president and institutional effectiveness at
HBCUs.
The Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient yielded an r value
of -.2842 at the .061 level of significance. The null hypothesis was accepted;
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this means there is no significant relationship between the tenure of the
president and institutional effectiveness. Table 14 shows that the mean number
of years that presidents were at HBCUs was 6.87. Presidents at public colleges
tended to stay longer than presidents at private ones.
TABLE 14
Pearson Correlation of Size of Tenure of the President
and Institutional Effectiveness
Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient
Factor NX SD r Probability
TENURE 31 6.87 5.64 -.2842 .061
INSTEFF 31 24.00 5.40
TENURE = Tenure of the President; years at institution
INSTEFF = Institutional Effectiveness
There is no significant difference in the score for institutional
effectiveness at HBCUs by type of governance.
Table 15 shows that a t-value of 1.14 was obtained. In order to obtain
significance at the .05 level of significance, the critical value of t with 29 degrees
of freedom, two-tailed test, is 2.045. The null hypothesis was accepted; this
means there is no significant difference in the mean score for institutional
69
TABLE 15
t-Test For Institutional Effectiveness by
Type of Governance
♦GROUP 1 GROUP 2
Group Means 25.60 23.23








♦Group 1 = Public Control
Group 2 = Private Control
effectiveness for public HBCUs as opposed to private HBCUs. Table 15 shows
that the mean institutional effectiveness score for public HBCUs (Group 1) was
25.60, and the mean score for private HBCUs (Group 2) was 23.23. However,
there was no significant difference between them.
H7; There is no significant difference in the score for
institutional effectiveness at HBCUs by degree level
offered.
Table 16 shows that a t-value of -0.75 was obtained. In order to obtain
significance at the .05 level of significance, the critical value of t with 29 degrees
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TABLE 16
t-Test For Institutional Effectiveness by
Degree Level Offered
♦GROUP 1 GROUP 2
Group Means 23.42 24.92








♦Group 1 = Degree level: associate or bachelor’s
Group 2 = Degree level: master’s or above
of freedom, two-tailed test, is 2.045. The null hypothesis was accepted; this
means there is no significant difference in the mean score for institutional
effectiveness for those HBCUs that award associate or bachelor’s degrees as
opposed to those which offer the master’s degree or above. Table 16 shows
that the mean institutional effectiveness score for HBCUs that awarded only
associate or bachelor’s degrees (Group 1) was 23.42, and the mean score for
those that offered the master’s degree or above (Group 2), was 24.92.
However, there was no significant difference between them.
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Hg*. There is no significant relationship between institutional
research tasks performed and planning activities at
HBCUs.
The Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient yielded an r value
of .3738 at the .019 level of significance. The null hypothesis was rejected; this
means there is a significant relationship between the institutional research tasks
performed and the level of involvement in planning activities. Table 17 shows
that the mean score for institutional research tasks performed at HBCUs was
46.00 and the mean score for planning activities was 7.13.
TABLE 17
Pearson Correlation of Institutional Research Tasks Performed
and Planning Activities
Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient
Factor N X SD r Probability
IRTOTAL 31 46.00 6.50 .3738 .019*
PLANB 31 7.13 2.54
IRTOTAL == Institutional Research Tasks Performed
PLANB = Extent of involvement in planning activities
*Significant at the .05 level.
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H9: There is no significant relationship between institutional
research tasks performed and evaluation activities at
HBCUs.
The Pearson Moment Correlation Coefficient yielded an r value of .2944
at the .054 level of significance. Hypothesis was rejected; this means there is a
significant relationship between the mean score for institutional research tasks
performed and the mean score for the extent of involvement in evaluation
activities. Table 18 shows that the mean score for institutional research tasks
performed was 46.00, while the mean score for the extent of involvement in
evaluation activities was 20.32.
TABLE 18
Pearson Correlation of Institutional Research Tasks Performed
and Evaluation Activities
Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient
Factor NX SD r Probability
IRTOTAL 31 46.00 6.50 .2944 .054*
EVALB 31 20.32 9.83
IRTOTAL = Institutional Research Tasks Performed
EVAL B = Extent of involvement in evaluation activities
*Significant at the .05 level.
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Hjo: There is no significant relationship between the
presence of an institutional research office and
institutional effectiveness at HBCUs.
The Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient yielded an r value
of -.0825 at the .330 level of significance. Hypothesis was accepted; this means
there is no significant relationship between the presence of an institutional
research office at HBCUs and institutional effectiveness. Table 19 shows that
the mean score for HBCUs with institutional research offices was 23.81.
TABLE 19
Pearson Correlation of the Presence of an Institutional Research Office
and Institutional Effectiveness
Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient
Factor N X r Probability
IROFC 31 23.81 -.0825 .330
INSTEFF 31 24.00
IROFC = Presence of Institutional Research Office
INSTEFF = Institutional Effectiveness
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Of the ten factors analyzed in the study, only three were significantly
related: (1) institutional effectiveness and institutional research tasks
performed; (2) institutional research tasks performed and planning activities;
and (3) institutional research tasks performed and evaluation activities. Further
investigation led the researcher to other factors that were significantly related
to institutional effectiveness. Table 20 shows the Pearson Product Moment
Correlation Coefficient of selected variables. There were significant
relationships between institutional effectiveness and the extent of involvement
in evaluation, planning, and institutional research activities with an r value of
.6727, .3303, .6078 at the .000, .035 and .000 levels of significance, respectively.
The remaining correlations (EVALA, PLANA, and IRA) verify the internal
consistency of the Institutional Effectiveness scale and the three subscales of
Evaluation, Planning, and Institutional Research.
TABLE 20
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENT MATRIX
OF SELECTED VARIABLES




P = .028 P = .
OFCTOT .1931 .0829 1.0000
P=.149 P=.329 P=.
EVALA *.9481 .2655 .1587 1.0000
P = .000 P=.074 P=.197 P=.
PLANA *.3982 .2710 .1551 *.3369 1.0000
P=.013 P=.070 P=.202 P=.032 P = .
IRA *.9052 *.3853 .1797 *.7308 *.2992 1.0000
P = .000 P=.016 P=.167 P=.000 P=.051 P=.
EVALB *.6727 *.2944 .1544 *.6649 .2915 *.5830 1.0000
P = .000 P=.054 P=.204 P = .000 P=.056 P = .000 P=.
PLANE *.3303 *.3738 .1648 *.3081 *.4821 .2583 *.5911 1.0000
P=.035 P=.019 P=.188 P=.046 P=.003 P = .080 P = .000 P=.
IRB *.6078 *.4190 .2112 *.4900 *.3132 *.6549 *.6914 *.7418 1.0000
P=.000 P=.009 P=.127 P = .003 P=.043 P=.000 P = .000 P = .000 P=.
TOTB *.6728 *.3889 .1960 *.6176 *.3608 *.6298 *.9294 *.7777 *.8999 1.0000
P = .000 P=.015 P=.145 P=.000 P=.023 P = .000 P = .000 P = .000 P=.000 P=.
*SigmScant at .05 level.
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Using stepwise regression analysis, institutional effectiveness was treated as
the dependent variable. Evaluation B (EVALB), the independent variable,
entered the regression equation on step number 1, and accounted for 45% of
the variance in scores on the total Institutional Effectiveness Scale (see Table
21). Table 22 lists the multiple regression variables, those in the equation and
those not in the equation.
TABLE 21
Stepwise Multiple Regression
(Dependent Variable Institutional Effectiveness)



























VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION
Variable B SE B Beta T SigT
EVALB .36981 .07553 .67272 4.896 .0000
(Constant) 16.48448 1.69986 9.698 .0000
Variable
VARIABLES NOT IN THE EQUATION
Min
Beta In Partial Toler T SigT
Enrollment -.02792 -.02397 .97862 -.127 .9000
Endowment -.07180 -.09465 .95126 -.503 .6188
Institutional
Research Tasks
Total .16368 .21141 .91332 1.145 .2621
Office Size .09145 .12211 .97618 .651 .5203
President’s
Tenure -.17762 -.23674 .97255 -1.289 .2078
Govemeince .06521 .08113 .84722 .431 .6700
Degree Level
Offered .07106 .09466 .97147 .503 .6188
Planning B -.10350 -.11282 .65055 -.601 .5528
Institutional
Research
Office 5.3798E-03 .00721 .98297 .038 .9698
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Summary
The purpose of this study was to determine the extent to which certain
factors were a part of Historically Black Colleges and Universities’ (HBCUs)
regular ongoing processes of determining institutional effectiveness. This study
investigated the relationships and differences between enrollment size,
endowment, governance, degree level offered, the presence of an institutional
research office, the size of the institutional research staff, tasks performed by
the institutional research office, tenure of the president, and institutional
effectiveness.
The study found that there were significant relationships for hypotheses 3,
8, and 9. Further, the study found that there were significant relationships
between institutional effectiveness and extent of involvement in evaluation,
planning, and institutional research activities; and institutional research tasks
performed and institutional research activities. The other correlations verify
the internal consistency of the Institutional Effectiveness scale and the three
subscales of Evaluation, Planning and Institutional Research.
CHAPTER 6
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter synthesizes the research conducted. The first section reports
the findings and conclusion of the study. The second section examines what the
implications are for institutional effectiveness at Historically Black Colleges and
Universities. The final section offers recommendations based on the findings of
the research.
Findings and Conclusions
The findings in this study are reported in terms of enrollment size,
endowment size, institutional research tasks performed, staff size of the
institutional research office, tenure of the president, type of governance, degree
level, the presence of an institutional research oflSce, and institutional
effectiveness.
Respondents were asked to report on the Institutional Profile Sheet their
fall enrollments for the 1992 academic year. Eighty-one (81%) percent of the
participating HBCUs had enrollments of less than 3,000 students, while 19%
had enrollments of 3,000 or more students. Public institutions tended to have
larger enrollments than private institutions. The mean enrollment at public
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institutions was 3,710 students, and the mean enrollment at private institutions
was 1.629 students. The overall mean enrollment at the HBCUs was 2,300.
There was no significant relationship between enrollment size and institutional
effectiveness (Hypothesis 1).
Respondents were asked to report on the Institutional Profile Sheet the
market value of their endowments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1992.
Nearly three-fourths (74%) of the HBCUs had endowments of $10 million or
less; 13% had endowments between $10 million and $20 million; and 10% had
endowments between $20 and $60 million. Only 3% of the HBCUs had
endowments greater than or equal to $60 million. The mean endowment was
$11.4 million. There was no significant relationship between the size of the
endowment and institutional effectiveness (Hypothesis 2). As expected, private
HBCUs had higher endowments than public HBCUs.
Participating HBCUs were asked to respond to Part III of the Institutional
Effectiveness Survey on Institutional Research Tasks performed by their office.
Each respondent was asked to indicate if his or her office performed each of
the 18 tasks on a "regular basis," "only at special request," or "do not perform."
The responses were coded as 3 for "perform on a regular basis," 2 for perform
only at special request," and 1 for "do not perform." The sum of the items
provided an institutional research task score (IRTOTAL). The most common
activities carried out by the respondents’ offices were providing information to
support institutional planning and institutional committees (94%), and providing
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information to support self-studies. Over 87% indicated that they produced
reports for external governing bodies, 84% collecting data, and 77% preparing
factbooks and reconciling data inconsistencies. There was a significant
relationship between institutional research tasks performed (Hypothesis 3) and
institutional effectiveness. The mean score for institutional research tasks
performed was 46.00 and the mean score for institutional effectiveness was
24.0.
Seven percent (7%) of the HBCXJs participating in the survey indicated
that they had no staff in their institutional research (IR) office; 74% had an IR
office staff of less than 5 full and part-time personnel. Sixty-four percent (64%)
of the respondents felt their staffs were not large enough to carry out all of the
institutional effectiveness activities and 61% felt their staffs were not large
enough to carry out the activities for which their office was responsible. The
mean size of the institutional research staff was 3.68. There was no significant
relationship between staff size of the institutioneil research office and
institutioneil effectiveness (Hypothesis 4). There was no significant relationship
between the tenure of the president and institutional effectiveness (Hypothesis
5). There was no significant difference in the mean scores for institutional
effectiveness by type of governance and degree level offered. The mean
institutional effectiveness score for public HBCUs was 25.60, and the mean
score for private HBCUs was 23.23. The mean institutional effectiveness score
for HBCUs that awarded the associate or bachelor’s degree was 23.42 and the
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mean score for those that awarded the master’s degree or above was 24.92
(Hypotheses 6 and 7).
There was a significant relationship between the institutional research tasks
performed and the level of involvement in planning and evaluation activities
(Hypotheses 8 and 9). One hundred percent (100%) of the HBCUs
participating reported that they had established procedures for institutional
planning and evaluation (see Table 23). Ninety-four percent (94%) had
defined a process for curricular planning and review; and 94% had
recommended methods of educational assessment. There was no significant
relationship between the presence of an institutional research office and
institutional effectiveness (Hypothesis 10).
Implications
Limitations of staff size were recognized as problems by the responding
HBCUs in both the public and private institutions. However, offices given
responsibility for institutional effectiveness were engaged in many activities
which support assessment. Findings of the study document that HBCUs that
have offices carrying out institutional research activities are already engaged in
the planning and evaluation processes required by the Southern Association of
Colleges and Schools (SACS) to determine institutional effectiveness. In its
Criteria forAccreditation, Section III Institutional Effectiveness, SACS requires
that institutions "must" regularly evaluate their institution2il research function
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TABLE 23
Institutional Effectiveness Activities: Institutions Engaged In
A Systematic, Campus-wide Effort
Ewabu^m Scak Items %
Conduct evaluations of full-time faculty 100.0
Conduct evaluations of curricula 93.6
Conduct studies of the effectiveness of instruction 93.5
Conduct evaluations of student development services and programs 90.3
Conduct studies of faculty workload 87.1
Document that evaluations are used to improve teaching 87.1
Conduct evaluations of library services and programs 83.9
Conduct evaluations of part-time faculty 80.6
Conduct evaluations of administrators 77.4
Conduct evaluations of admissions policies 77.4
Conduct evaluations of student outcomes 71.0
Document that evaluation of students discriminates hi^ and low achievement 71.0
Conduct evaluations of the safety plan 71.0
* Evaluate institution’s research mission 61.3
* Evaluate public service mission 64.8
* Document effectiveness of continuing education, extension, etc. 38.7
* Conduct evaluations of off-campus programs 35.6
* Conduct evaluations of graduate teaching assistants 19.4
Planning Scale Items
Establish procedures for institutional platming and evaluation 100.0
Define expected student outcomes 100.0
Define a process for curriciilar planning, review, and evaluation 93.6
Recommend methods of educational assessment 93.5
InstitutiontJ Research Activities Scale Items
Carry out research studies of institutional purposes, etc. 87.1
Establish guidelines for the iise of faculty evaluations 83.9
Develop a facilities plan for the institution 83.9
Evaluate institutional research 80.6
Demonstrate that institutional research supports planning 77.4
Develop a maintenance plan for upkeep of property 74.2
Develop a plan for the assignment of faculty responsibilities 74.2
Demonstrate that educational planning guides budget preparation 74.2
* Develop goals for continuing education and extension 64.5
* Includes only those institutions for which these items apply.
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and institutions "must" have processes for using the results of evaluation in
work toward institutional improvement and improvement of institutional
programs, services, and operations. Yet, only 77% of the responding HBCUs
conducted evaluations of their admission policies; only 77% demonstrated that
institutional research supported planning; and 74% demonstrated that planning
guided budget preparation. One hundred percent (100%) of the HBCUs
responded that they conducted evaluations of full-time faculty, while 87%
documented that evaluations were used to improve teaching. All of the
participating HBCUs defined expected student outcomes, while 71%
documented that evaluation of students discriminated high and low
achievement; and 87% carry out research studies of institutional purposes,
policies, procedures, etc.“the heart of the assessment of institutional
effectiveness.
Recommendations
Based on the findings in the study, the researcher makes the following
recommendations.
1. Trustees and administrators of Historically Black Colleges
and Universities (HBCUs) should require that their
institutions review the evaluation, planning, and institutional
research activities on a biannual basis and not once every
ten years in response to re-accreditation.
2. HBCUs should increase their activity in the area of
evaluation and document that the results are used for
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improvement of institutional programs, services, and
operations.
3. HBCUs should sufficiently staff their institutional research
offices if they are expected to carry out all of the
institutional effectiveness activities.
4. HBCU administrators should continue to designate an
administrative unit responsible for institutional research.
These offices must do more than collect data, provide
information to support institutional committees, and prepare
factbooks. Furthermore, the unit must support institutional
planning.
5. Trustees and administrators of Historically Black Colleges
and Universities (HBCUs) should continue to support
institutional planning.
6. HBCUs should regularly evaluate their institutional research
function.
Summary
With the current emphasis on accountability and institutional effectiveness,
information fi:om this study will be useful to HBCU administrators who must
determine how their institutions will respond to this SACS Criteria of
Accreditation. If Historically Black Colleges and Universities are to remain
viable choices for blacks seeking quality education, they must maintain high
standards and meet accreditation requirements.
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My name is Georgianna D. Bolden, and I am a doctoral student at Qark Atlanta
University. Presently, I am writing my dissertation on the topic:
Factors Which Influence Institutional
Effectiveness at Historically Black Colleges
and Universities (HBCUs).
I am interested in modeling my study after the one conducted by you and Dr.
Brenda H. Rogers when you studied The Relationship of Institutional Research
to the Assessment of Institutional Effectiveness. The time frame for my studywill
be those HBCUs seeking to be reaccredited between 1988 and 1994. I will
investigate the relationship between the existence ofan institutional research office
and the degree to which planning, research, and evaluation were carried on as a
part of ongoing activities prior to the visit from the accreditation team. The
schools selected will be those seeking to be reaccredited by the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS).
I would appreciate it if I could receive a copy of the instrument that you used to
collect your data. If it contains items that will be of use to me in my study, with
your permission, I would like to use it in my research.
Any suggestions, comments, advice, etc. that you can give will be greatly
appreciated. I can be reached at (404) 880-8795, days, or (404) 964-7628,
evenings. Correspondence can be forwarded to me at:
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Clark Atlanta University
Office of Grants and Contracts Administration
223 James P. Brawley Drive
Atlanta, Georgia 30314
The target date for presenting my proposal to my committee is August 28, 1992.
I look forward to hearing from you prior to this date.
Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,
OLADa J^.Jbdfdsin/
(Mrs.) Georgianna D. Bolden
Director, Grants and Contracts Administration
cc: Dr. Brenda H. Rogers
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APPENDIX C
Office of Associate Vice Chancellor for Academic
Affairs for Research. Evaluation and Planning
Mrs. Georgianna D. Bolden
Clarke Atlanta University
Office of Grants & Contracts
Administration
223 James P. Brawley Drive
Atlanta, Georgia 30314
Dear Mrs. Bolden:
I received your letter requesting a copy of the instrument used in
the study which Dr. Karen Gentemann and I conducted. I am
enclosing a copy of the survey instrument and give you permission
to us the instrument as long as Dr. Gentemann and I are referenced.
I encourage you to look at a similar study conducted by J.
Frederick Volkwein at SUNY-Albany. I believe that the results were
published in Research in Higher Education within the past year or
two.
Good luck with your doctoral research!
Sincerely,
Brenda H. Rogers, Ph.D.
Associate Director
Enclosure
.NORTH CAROLINA CENTRAL UNIVERSITY • 217 TAYLOR EDUCATION BUILDING • DURHAM. NC 27707 • (9191 560-6387
NORTH CAROLINA CENTRAL UNIVERSITY IS A CONSTITUENT INSTITUTION OF THE




















I am a doctoral student in the Department of Educational Leadership, School ofEducation, Clark
Atlanta University. I have successfully completed and defended a research proposalwhich focuses
on Factors Which Influence Institutional Effectiveness at Historically Black Colleges and
Universities (HBCUs).
The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) Criteria for Accreditation requires
institutions which it acaedits to measure their own institutional effectiveness. This study will
determine the degree to which certain factors are a part of HBCUs regular ongoing process of
assessing institutional effectiveness in complying with this SACS Criteria. A questionnaire has
been designed to collect institutional effectiveness data and an Institutional Profile Sheet has been
developed to ascertain data regarding institutional characteristics.
I am requesting that you forward the questionnaire to the person who will provide the data and
analysis to support the evaluation process required for the institution’s reaccreditation. In most
instances, this person is usually the Director of Institutional Research. The completed
questionnaire should be returned to me at the above address. A self-addressed, stamped envelope
is enclosed for your convenience. A postcard has been included to list the name of the person
who will respond to the questionnaire.
Please return the survey by November 20,1992, in order that it may be included in the final report
Your reply is critical to this study.







College Park, Georgia 30349-1143
Mrs. Georgianna Dean Bolden
3575 Emily Way













Dear Chief Executive Officer;
Mrs. Georgiaruta Bolden is a graduate student in the Department of Educational
Leadership , School of Education , Clark Atlanta University. Mrs. Bolden is
matriculating toward the Doctor of Education degree in Administration and
Supervision. A requirement for the Ed.D. degree is the successful completion of
,a research study. Mrs. Bolden has successfully completed and defended a
research proposal which focuses on Factors Which Influence Institutional
Effectiveness at Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs).
As Dean of the School of Education at CAU, I have found this research to be
potentially valuable to HBCUs that will be measuring their own institution's
effectiveness as mandated by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools
(SACS) Criteria for .Accreditation. I, therefore , support Mrs. Bolden's research
and request that you participate by completing the enclosed questionnaire and
returning it to her in the self-addressed , stamped , envelope by November 20,
1992 . Your cooperation and immediate response will be appreciated.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Trevor A. Turner, Ph.D.





Please fill out the information below as completely as possible. The Institutional
Profile will enable the researcher to identify your institution’s characteristics and
is a key supplement to the Institutional Effectiveness Survey.








Market Value of Endowment (as of June 30, 1992):
Fall 1992 Enrollment; Full-Time Part-Time *FTE







Your individual privacy will be maintained in all published and written data and reports
resulting from this study. If you have any feedback or comments, please use the space
below or contact Georgianna Bolden, telephone (404) 880-8795.
THANK TOO VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION!!!




COLLEGE PARK, GEORGIA 30349-1143
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INSTITUTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS SURVEY
INSTITUTIONAL CODE RESPONDENT'S TITLE
PART I: SOUTHERN ASSOCIATION OF COLLEGES ANO SCHOOLS EFFECTIVENESS CRITERIA
DIRECTIONS: For each of the following activities, evaluate to the best of your
knowledge whether the activity is carried out at least every five years and on a
campus-wide basis. The activity need not be performed by your office to check the
column. Use the following codes for Column A;
l=Activity is performed systematically and campus-wide
2=Activity is either not systematic or it is not campus-wide
3=Unknown
4=Not applicable
If Column A=l, then assess the extent to which you or your office is responsible for
the activity.
If Column A=l, to what extent are you
or your office involved in carrying
out this activity? Check the appro¬
priate column.
Column A Column 8
Evaluation Activities
Conduct evaluations of admissions
policies. la.
Conduct evaluations of curricula. 2a.
Conduct studies of the
effectiveness of instruction. 3a.
Document that instructional
evaluations are used to improve
teaching. 4a.
Document that evaluation of student
performance discriminates high
achievement from low achievement. 5a.
Document the effectiveness of
continuing education, extension,
and other special educational
activities. 6a.
Conduct evaluations of off-campus
programs. 7a.
Conduct evaluations of full-time
faculty. 3a.
To a
Not at Some- Large Completely










l=Activ1ty is performed systematically and
campus-wide





Conduct evaluations of part-time
faculty. 9a.
Conduct evaluations of graduate
teaching assistants. 10a.
Conduct studies of faculty
workload. 11a.
Conduct evaluations of library
services and programs. 12a.





Conduct evaluations of the
institution's safety plan. 15a.
Conduct evaluations of the
effectiveness of the institution's
research mission. 16a.
Conduct evaluations of the
effectiveness of the institution's
public service mission. 17a.
Conduct evaluations of student





Define expected student outcomes. 20a.
Recommend and/or select the methods
of determining the achievement
of educational results. 21a.
Define a process for curricular
planning, review, and evaluation. 22a.
If Column A=l, to what extent are you
or your office involved in carrying




Not at Some- Large Completely


















l=Activity is performed systematically and
campus-wide






Develop goals for continuing
education, extension, and other
special educational activities. 23a.
Develop a plan for the assignment
of faculty responsibi1ities. 24a.
Establish guidelines for the use
of faculty evaluations. 25a.
If checked, to what extent are you
or your office involved in carrying




Not at Some- Large Completely




Demonstrate that educational planning
guides the preparation and execution
of the budget. 26a.
Develop a maintenance plan for
upkeep of institutional property. 27a.
Develop a facilities plan for the
institution. 28a.
Carry out research studies of
institutional purposes, policies,













Rate your agreement with statements 32 to 34 about the adequacy of your office's
resources to carry out the activities for which you are responsible. Then rate your
agreement with statements 35-37 about the adequacy of your resources to carry out al 1
the activities listed in Part I. (See Part I of the survey.)















(34) My staff has the knowledge, skills, and experience to carry out the activities




























(38) How many full-time staff?
(39) How many part-time staff?
(Incude those paid out of your office budget.)
101
PART III: institutional RESEARCH TASKS
DIRECTIONS; Check column ^ if you or your office performs this task on a regular
basis; column 2 if you or your office performs only at special request; or column 2





on a only at
regular special Do not
basis request perform
Participate in data exchanges for institutional
comparisons. (40)
Collect data. (41)
Produce recurring reports for external governing
bodies (e.g., federal and state reports). (42)
Produce one-time reports for external governing
bodies. (43)_
Conduct or support program evaluation studies. (44)
Provide information to support institutional
planning activities. (45)_
Provide information to support institutional
committees, task forces, etc. (46)_
Provide information to support self-studies. (47)_
Conduct faculty evaluations. (48)_
Conduct institutional trend analyses. (49)_
Conduct faculty studies (s.g., salaries,
productivity, tenure). (50)_
Conduct space utilization studies. (51)_
Conduct student outcomes research (e.g.,
admissions, retention, non-returning, etc.). (52)_
Conduct enrollment planning activities. (53)_
Produce factbooks. (54)_
Produce brief institutional research reports
(e.g., a series of reports on students, personnel,
facilities, etc.). (55)_
Coordinate activities of other institutional units
to produce institutional reports. (56)





College Park, Georgia 30349
November 30, 1992
Dear
On October 20, 1992, I sent to you a questionnaire designed to collect
Institutional Effectiveness data and an Institutional Profile Sheet with a self-
addressed, stamped envelope for a response by November 20, 1992. To data I
have not received your response. Your institution’s participation in my study is
criticeil to the completion of my doctoral dissertation.
Your immediate attention and response to these instruments will be most
appreciative.
If you have questions, I can be reached during the day at (404) 880-8795,
or at night at (404) 964-7628.
Thank you for your cooperation.
Sincerely,
IbddLnJ
(Mrs.) Georgianna D. Bolden
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APPENDIX I
HISTORICALLY BLACK COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES




ALABAMA Alabama State University Montgomery 1874
Stillman College Tuscaloosa 1876
Tuskegee University Tuskegee 1881
FLORIDA Bethune-Cookman College Daytona Beach 1904
GEORGIA Fort Valley State College Fort Valley 1895
Interdenominational Theological Center Atlanta 1958
Morehouse College Atlanta 1867
Morris Brown College Atlanta 1881
Paine College Augusta 1882
Savannah State College Savannah 1890
Spelman College Atlanta 1881
KENTUCKY Kentucl^ State University Frankfort 1886
LOUISIANA Southern University at Shreveport Shreveport 1964
MISSISSIPPI Alcorn State University Lorman 1871
Coahoma Community College Clarksdale 1949
Hinds Community CoUege Raymond 1917
Jackson State University Jackson 1877
Mississippi Valley State University Itta Bena 1946
Tougaloo College Tougaloo 1869
NORTH CAROLINA Bennett College Greensboro 1873
Livingstone College Salisbury 1879
HISTORICALLY BLACK COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES





SOUTH CAROLINA Benedict College Columbia 1870
Voorhees College Denmark 1897
TENNESSEE Fisk University Nashville 1866
Lane College Jackson 1882
Meharty Medical College Nashville 1876
TEXAS Jarvis Christian College Hawkins 1912
Prairie View A & M University Prairie View 1876
Texas College Tyler 1894
VIRGINIA Hampton University Hampton 1868
Saint Paul’s College Lawrenceville 1888
SOURCE; Higher Education Directory, Eleventh Edition, 1993, Falls Church, Virginia:
Higher Education Publications, Inc.
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